This paper uses empirical evidence drawn from newly constructed datasets to assess the impact of geographic clustering on the assimilation and occupational mobility of Irish immigrants in the United States in the late nineteenth century. It finds that geographic clustering was quite pronounced for Irish immigrants in this time period. Irish immigrants were primarily drawn to the large metropolitan areas of the Northeast, reflecting the importance of these areas as points of entry to the US, areas of prior settlement by previous generations of Irish immigrants, as well as major centres for employment for new immigrants. This paper also finds that higher levels of geographic clustering were associated with both lower degrees of assimilation and lower occupational outcomes. The benefits of geographic clustering in the job market often described in this literature do not appear to have existed for Irish immigrants in the late nineteenth century. These results would also support the view that living in a more ethnically concentrated community, though perhaps improving the initial starting position of Irish immigrants in America, may have come at the expense of slower subsequent assimilation and reduced occupational mobility.
Introduction

Do ethnic enclaves accelerate or delay the assimilation of immigrants into their new society?
And do they enhance the occupational mobility of immigrant groups? This paper assesses the impact of geographic clustering on the degree of assimilation achieved by Irish immigrants in the US in the late nineteenth century. By geographic clustering, I refer to the decision by an Irish immigrant to live in an area which contained a relatively large percentage of Irish immigrants.
In the literature on immigrant assimilation, there is much debate regarding these issues.
Economists and sociologists such as Chiswick (2002), Borjas (1999) and Light and Isralowitz (1996) have argued that geographic clustering delays immigrant assimilation. Borjas (1999) found that this was particularly true in cases where the human capital of an ethnic group is lower than that of the host society.
1 However, there is a literature on late nineteenth century Irish immigrants which argues that the networking opportunities and support systems which had developed in cities with large concentrations of Irish immigrants aided these immigrants in finding work and successfully settling into American life. McCaffrey (1996) argues that the Irish were able to make advances in local government, trade unions and the Catholic Church, and that "employment connected to politics" in particular "provided a base of confidence that eventually launched the Irish into the middle class." 2 McKivigan and Robertson (1996) argue that the Irish in New York City used political connections to entrench themselves "in city government jobs for policemen, firefighters, rapid transit workers and school teachers." They also argue that by 1900, significant numbers of the city' Portes and Rumbaut (1996) and Gordon (1964) have argued that ethnic enclaves provided significant advantages for new immigrants and immigrant entrepreneurs, and allowed politics to become 'an avenue of individual upward mobility when other paths remain blocked.' 5 Cutler et al. (2008) found that the impact of geographic clustering to be more nuanced, with positive educational and labor market outcomes for some immigrant groups, but negative ones for those with comparatively low levels of education.
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This paper utilises sample data on Irish immigrants to assess the impact of geographic clustering on the assimilation and occupational mobility of Irish immigrants in late nineteenth century America. It finds that geographic clustering was quite pronounced for Irish immigrants in late nineteenth century America. Irish immigrants were primarily drawn to the large metropolitan areas of the Northeast, reflecting the importance of these areas as points of entry to the US, areas of prior settlement by previous generations of Irish immigrants, as well as major centres for employment for new immigrants. My analysis also finds that higher levels of geographic clustering were associated with both lower degrees of assimilation and lower occupational outcomes. The benefits of geographic clustering in the job market often described in this literature do not appear to have existed for Irish immigrants in the late nineteenth century. These results also support the view that living in a more ethnically 3 concentrated community, though perhaps improving the initial starting position of Irish immigrants in America, may have come at the expense of slower subsequent assimilation and reduced occupational mobility.
Data
My unit of measurement for this analysis is the county, the primary legal division of states in America and often the most local level of government. Counties are also the smallest unit of measurement for which it is possible to obtain complete US census information for immigrants and the overall population in the late nineteenth century. Figure   1 shows each county based on its percentage of Irish immigrants to the total population, and groups the counties into five categories based on this percentage (0-2.5%, 2.5-5%, 5-10%, more than 10%, and counties for which there were no data available). As can be seen from on the percentage of Irish immigrants to the total population (0-2.5%, 2.5-5%, 5-10%, 10-15% and more than 15%, and counties for which there were no data available). As these maps where the German clustering levels were highest were in the East. As for the English and Scottish, these British groups were more likely to cluster in high percentages in the West, primarily in mining regions. They were not as well represented in the Eastern parts of the country as were the Irish. And for the Eastern counties that were among the highest in clustering levels for the English and Scottish, few were in and around the urban centres of New York, Boston and Philadelphia. These immigrant groups, in particular the English and Scottish, did resemble the Irish in that in many parts of the US, the percentage of these immigrants in the population was quite low. The Germans were somewhat less concentrated, settling in larger percentages in more counties throughout the US than did the other groups.
In this respect, the Germans more closely resembled the native born. average levels of Irish immigrants were substantially more rural, more likely to own a home and more likely to have married a non-Irish born spouse. In addition, their spouses had lower levels of infant mortality and were less likely to be in the workforce. In all these respects, these Irish immigrants more closely resembled the native born sample. Only in the area of literacy did the above average clustered Irish more closely resemble the native born, and in this instance the difference, though statistically significant, is not very meaningful as more than nine out of ten of both groups were classified as literate in the 1900 US census.
Geographic clustering and assimilation
One possible explanation for these results is that perhaps the Irish living in more clustered areas (which were generally more urban) had more recently arrived in the US and would then gradually move to less clustered areas over time. Borjas (1999) and Light and Isralowitz (1996) , who argue that geographic clustering delays immigrant assimilation.
12 To control for the potential influence of an immigrant living in an urban area on these results, I also generated the summary statistics presented in Table 5 including only those Irish immigrants who lived in urban areas. The purpose of this analysis was to examine whether the differences which exist in Table 5 may have reflected wider differences in socio-economic conditions between rural and urban areas in this timeframe. The results showed that although the differences between the above and below average clustered groups did narrow slightly when restricted to a comparison of urban populations, they were still statistically significant at the 1% level in every category with the exception of spouse literacy. ***Differences between the individuals in the two Irish samples are significant at the 1, 5 and 10% levels, respectively, using a t test for age and fertility variables, and the chi squared test of independence for the remaining variables.
Geographic clustering and occupational mobility
In order to measure occupational mobility, it is necessary to create a framework in which to evaluate occupational levels and changes in those levels over time. As noted by Sobek (1996) , "our understanding of historical social structure and where people fit in is bound up with the interpretation of occupations." 13 Thernstrom (1973) argued that the measurement of occupational mobility "requires a specification of the broad occupational categories that may be considered socially distinct, and a definition of which jobs fit in which category." 14 He noted that such a specification is not straightforward, requires flexibility, and is subject to change over time. In creating occupational categories for the late nineteenth century, I have drawn on Thernstrom's studies (1964, 1973 16 I also created comparisons for Irish immigrants who lived in the top and bottom quartile, as well as in the top and bottom decile based on their level of geographic clustering. The occupational outcomes for these comparisons were progressively more differentiated as the degree of clustering moved from halves to quartiles to deciles. The less clustered Irish became even more likely to be in white collar work and in farming, whereas the more clustered Irish were even more likely to be in semi-and un-skilled work. 17 I also controlled for the potential influence of an immigrant living in an urban area by generating the occupational mobility results presented in Table 6 including only those Irish immigrants who lived in urban areas. The results confirm those in Table 6 , with the differences in occupational mobility between the two groups actually increasing slightly in the white collar and skilled categories. The results in Table 7 show the marginal effects of these variables for each occupational category. With this approach, one can demonstrate the impact which these variables have on the likelihood of an Irish immigrant being in a particular occupational group. In particular, this approach allows me to observe the influence of geographic clustering on occupational outcomes, while controlling for a host of other socio-economic variables including age and years living in the US. As a result, it will allow me to reach more definitive conclusions about the specific impact of geographic clustering on occupational outcomes.
The results confirm that geographic clustering was an important factor in the occupational outcomes of Irish immigrants at the turn of the century. In every category except the unskilled, the influence of geographic clustering was statistically significant. For the high white collar category, geographic clustering was significant at the 1% confidence level and The results for the farming category were also significant at the 1% confidence level. These results indicate that geographic clustering did not aid Irish immigrants in reaching the higher occupational categories in 1900, but was in fact a hindrance to advancing up the occupational ladder. In each of these occupational categories, Irish immigrants who lived in more geographically clustered counties were less likely to be employed in 1900. As for the skilled and semi-skilled categories, Irish immigrants who lived in more geographically clustered counties were more likely to work in these sectors of the workforce. The relationship between geographic clustering and working in these occupational categories in 1900 was statistically significant and positive, reflecting a 1% confidence level for the skilled worker level and a 5% confidence level for the semi-skilled category. The marginal effects calculations indicate a 2% and 8% increase in the likelihood of being in these two categories, respectively. These effects would have resulted in increases in the share of Irish immigrant workers in these categories of 15% and 32%, respectively. Only in the unskilled category was the effect of geographic clustering not statistically significant. In this category, factors such as years living in the US, literacy and intermarriage were critical, in each case with the relationship being negative. Irish immigrants that were newer to the US, married to an Irish born spouse, and less literate were more likely to find themselves in unskilled work. These factors were more important than whether an Irish immigrant lived in a geographically clustered area for unskilled workers.
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The multinomial logistic regression analysis clearly shows that Irish immigrants who lived in more ethnically clustered environments were less likely to work in the higher occupational categories, and were more likely to find employment in the skilled and semi-skilled categories. Even when the analysis was limited solely to urban workers, the results were unchanged. Returning to the literature, these results would appear to refute the views of
Chiswick (2002), Portes and Rumbaut (1996) and Gordon (1964) who argue that immigrant enclaves were advantageous to immigrants seeking work in a new society. These results, which control for the influence of factors such as age, years living in the US, literacy and other factors, clearly show that for Irish immigrants in this timeframe, geographic clustering did not help them to advance up the occupational ladder. 
Occupational benefits of geographic clustering?
One final question to be addressed is whether the more geographically clustered Irish were disproportionately represented in certain occupations. In the literature, McCaffrey (1996) and McKivigan and Robertson (1996) argue that nineteenth century Irish immigrants benefited from the networking opportunities and support systems which had developed in cities such as New York which had large concentrations of Irish immigrants. McCaffrey (1996) argues that the Irish were able to make occupational advances in local government, trade unions and the Catholic Church, 20 while McKivigan and Robertson (1996) argue that the Irish in New York
City had particular success in obtaining work "in city government jobs for policemen, firefighters, rapid transit workers and school teachers." McKivigan and Robertson (1996) also argue that by 1900, significant numbers of the city's Irish had moved up into the ranks of professionals and entrepreneurs." 21 Chiswick (2002), Portes and Rumbaut (1996) and Gordon Table 8 shows the average clustering ratio for each occupational category. Table 9 provides these results for a selection of notable occupations. What is also clear from the analysis presented in this paper is that geographic clustering directly impacted the degree of assimilation and occupational mobility of Irish immigrants in this timeframe. Higher levels of geographic clustering were associated with both lower degrees of assimilation and lower occupational outcomes. Irish immigrants who lived in less geographically clustered areas much more closely resembled the native born. In addition,
those Irish who lived in more heavily concentrated Irish counties were less likely to be in the higher occupational categories in 1900, and more likely to be in less skilled work.
Geographic clustering also did not appear to assist Irish immigrants in gaining preferential access to jobs in city government, the Roman Catholic Church, or where trade union ties were important. The benefits of geographic clustering in the job market do not appear to have existed for Irish immigrants in the late nineteenth century, and this research provides further support for the argument that such clustering delays the assimilation process.
